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FACULTY SENATE SUMMARIZED MINUTES
2011-2012 FACULTY SENATE
MARCH 27, 2012

The Faculty Senate meeting for March 27 was called to order at 3:04 p.m. in the Roberts Room of
Scholes Hall. Faculty Senate President Tim Ross presided.
1. ATTENDANCE
Guests Present: Ronald Aldrich (School of Public Administration), Senior Program Manager Veronika
Becker (Public Health Program), Chair Patricia Boverie (Educational Leadership and Organizational
Learning), Associate Dean Nancy Dennis (University Libraries), Director Udai Desai (School of Public
Administration), Senior Vice Provost Michael Dougher (Office of the Provost), Planning and Assessment
Officer Mark Emmons (University Libraries), Associate Professor Doug Fields (Committee on
Governance), Professor Charlotte Gunawardena (Educational Leadership and Organizational Learning),
Assistant Professor Kun Huang (School of Public Administration), Assistant Professor Amy Jackson
(University Libraries), Instructional Media Project Manager Eliot Knight (Health Sciences Center Library
and Informatics Center), Acting Director Kate Krause (University College), Sunny Liu (Residence
Education Program), Professor Tim Lowrey (Committee on Governance), Associate Professor Teresa
Neely (University Libraries), Instructional Media Project Manager Mark Pugsley (New Media and
Extended Learning), President Katie Richardson (Graduate and Professional Student Association), Isaac
Romero (Associated Student of The University of New Mexico), Professor Mark Salisbury (Educational
Leadership and Organizational Learning), Assistant Professor Suzanne Schadl (University Libraries),
Assistant Professor Codruta Soneru (Anesthesiology), Chair Charlie Steen (Admissions and Registration
Committee), and Deputy Dean Fran Wilkinson (University Libraries).

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
The agenda was approved as written.

3. APPROVAL OF SUMMARIZED MINUTES FOR FEBRUARY 28, 2012 MEETING
The minutes were approved as written.

4. FACULTY SENATE PRESIDENT’S REPORT
Faculty Senate President Tim Ross reported the following:
•

The Board of Regents tentatively approved the Fiscal year 2013 budget. There are some
increases in funding to the main campus. There is a line-item of $4.2 million for the provost’s
strategic plan. The funds are planned to address salary compaction and gender and equity
issues, money for small stipends for distinguished professors, and support for graduate students.

•

There is a provision in the budget for a small faculty compensation increase. President Ross
notified the regents that the faculty would prefer an increase to base rather than a one-time
payment. The Board of Regents said that they could support the increase to base if the
University could prove it can provide it. Instead of one-time monies, the University would have to
prove it had recurring funding. President Ross will keep the senators informed of any progress.

•

The Deans Evaluation instrument presented by Past President Richard Wood has been
implemented. All deans, including the two academic deans at the School of Medicine, and
branch directors, are being evaluated. These evaluations are different than the five-year
continuity of the dean vote. The evaluation results go to President Ross, Provost Abdallah,
President Schmidly, and to the individual dean or director being evaluated. Results are

anonymous and only the statistics are being provided.
•

President Ross has asked the Research Policy Committee to finish a policy on how to manage
internally funded research and development which is implemented by the Research Allocation
Committee (RAC). The Operations Committee would like to see a move from the present
$150,000 in funding to $1.5 million every year. Changes in how the grants are solicited, awarded
and disbursed through the RAC are necessary.

5. HONORS COLLEGE PROPOSAL
President Tim Ross reported that he received comments on the proposed Honors College. A faculty
member said that the proposal results in a two-tiered system by recruiting top students but does not
strengthen admissions criteria at the lower end. Another commented that the proposal is a great idea. It
will help UNM in many different ways, more than just the honors students themselves.
President Ross is asking the senate to approve the formation of the college under Faculty Handbook
Policy A88 Policy and Procedures for New Units and Interdisciplinary Reorganization of Academic and
Research Units at UNM. Subsequent to that, there is a group working under Acting Director Kate Krause
(University College) and Senior Vice Provost Michael Dougher to develop a proposed curriculum and a
proposal for two new degrees and one new certificate; that process will take a little longer and continue
over the summer. They should be ready to submit the necessary Forms C to the committee process in
the early fall of 2012.
Senator Patricia Risso (History) commented that no new faculty should be needed. There are many
existing faculty that would love to teach honors courses. President Ross replied that there are eight
faculty in the Honors Program and the proposal would add four more in addition to a dean. There are
about 40 faculty across campus that are contributing to the program.
Senator Ann Gibson (College of Education) asked about the vacancies in Arts and Sciences and should
those be addressed first. Provost Abdallah replied that A&S is hiring 40 new faculty; 20 each year in the
approved budget to address vacancies and grow the faculty
Senator Howard Snell (Biology) asked what is the real cost. Provost Abdallah replied that it is new
money, part of the $8 million from the state. Senator Snell suggested the University recover what it has
lost over the past several years before starting something new.
Operations Committee member Vageli Coutsias (Math and Statistics) asked if there is any evidence of a
benefit. Senior Vice Provost Dougher replied yes, but at other schools.
Senator Margot Milleret (Spanish and Portuguese) asked what the Senate is being asked to vote on.
President Ross replied that the vote is on the proposed Honors College under the authority of FHB A88.
Associate Professor Doug Fields (Physics and Astronomy) asked if departments will be required to teach
honors courses. Senior Vice Provost Michael Dougher replied no, they will request departments’
participation.
The motion to approve the report’s suggestion comes from the Operations Committee and therefore does
not need a second. The Honors College proposal was approved by unanimous voice vote with one
abstention.
HONORS COLLEGE PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT
(Submitted February 24, 2012)
Committee Members: Michael Dougher and Kate Krause (co-chairs), Harold Delaney, Robert Doran, Kate Henz, Walt
Miller, Manuel Montoya, Mark Ondrias, Rosalie Otero, Pamela Pyle, Ursula Shepherd, Kiyoko Simmons, Jamesina
Simpson, and Mary Wolford.

In the fall of 2010, President Schmidly and Provost Ortega charged an Honors Task Force Committee with exploring
transformation of the current UNM Honors Program to an Honors College. In May 2011 the Task Force completed its final
report. The key findings were:
The appointed Task Force unanimously recommends the establishment of an Honors College at the University of New
Mexico. UNM should establish an Honors College that would form an academic community by bringing UNM's best
undergraduate students and finest faculty together, fostering advanced and interdisciplinary study. This community would
have available a designated residence hall and social programs that support its academic goals. The Honors College
should offer the most committed students at UNM a more intense and inspiring academic environment than is available
elsewhere.
Built on the current Honors Program, the new College will have the authority to admit students who are otherwise
admitted to the University, and such admission will provide the opportunity to live in the separate Honors College
residence. The Honors College will also be able to endorse undergraduate degrees granted by the University (as the
current Honors Program does) when students meet the academic requirements established by the College. Finally, the
College will be given the status necessary to demonstrate its importance to the University in attracting the best students
from New Mexico and elsewhere.
Subsequent to this report, Professor Timothy Ross, President of the Faculty Senate, called on Interim Provost Chaouki
Abdallah to develop a proposal for the establishment of an Honors College for the Senate’s consideration. Interim Provost
Abdallah appointed an Honors College Committee to prepare this proposal. The Committee unanimously and strongly
agreed with the general conclusions of the Task Force Report and identified several critical components for inclusion in a
formal proposal. Those components form the structure and content of the present proposal.

6. FACULTY SENATE REORGANIZATION PROPOSAL
Faculty Senate President Tim Ross presented the Faculty Senate Reorganization Proposal. He
explained that the Provost is receiving a budget line-item for the Faculty Senate of $100,000. Of that,
$45,000 is for Special Administrative Components (SACs) or course releases for the six council chairs.
The President Elect will receive a $5,000 SAC or course release. Two Full Time Equivalent (FTEs)
administrative support personnel have been approved for the Office of the University Secretary to provide
support for the restructure.
Senator Floyd Kezele (UNM Gallup) recognized Committee on Governance Chair (COG) Ursula
Shepherd. Chair Shepherd asked for Committee on Governance member Doug Fields (Physics and
Astronomy) to present the following resolution unanimously approved by the Committee on Governance.
He explained that the resolution was passed to ensure that the Senate restructure is not abridging the bylaws.
It is the finding of the Committee on Governance that the Faculty Senate Restructuring Proposal presented is a draft and
that, following the vote of the Faculty Senate with whatever final amendments are included, if the proposal is adopted,
Rules of Order shall be written including a specific time during which they shall be in force and specific statements of
responsibilities for decision making and Council and Committee charges in compliance with the Faculty Constitution. This
document will be evaluated and reviewed by the Faculty Senate Parliamentarian, a Faculty Senate Policy Committee
member, and a member of the Committee on Governance to determine if there are any elements that would call for a vote
of the faculty or which are in non-compliance with the Faculty Constitution. These Rules of Order will then be ratified by
the Faculty Senate and, if necessary, by the entire University faculty. If ratified, the Rules of Order will become the
Operating document of the Faculty Senate for the specified period.

Senator Howard Snell (Biology) stated he likes the restructure idea and would like to vote and move
along; but he is not calling the question. Senator Mark Parshall (College of Nursing) commented that at
the end of the 2-year period, changes to governance may need to go to the full faculty for a vote.
President Ross explained that he included revisions to address the concerns of the Committee on
Governance. The Operations Committee has not reviewed the version President Ross presented.
Senator and Parliamentarian Scott Hughes (Law) noted that the version presented is not the one
approved by the Operations Committee and therefore the amendments will need to each be approved. In
lieu of approving each amendment individually, the amendments could be approved as a group and then
the presented document could be considered as amended in its entirty.
Senator Snell called the question and Senator Christopher Butler (Political Science) seconded. The
amendments were unanimously approved.

The full proposal as amended comes as a report from the Operations Committee and does not need a
second. Senator Butler called the question on the amended proposal. The Faculty Senate Restructure
Proposal was approved with two dissentions and one abstention.

Preamble for the Proposal to Reorganize
the UNM Faculty Senate
March 27, 2012
“The following proposal is limited to a pilot project for a restructuring of the Faculty Senate. Since no revisions to the
Faculty Constitution or the Senate By-Laws will be made during this two-year pilot, the responsibilities and authority of the
University Faculty as outlined in Section 2 of the Faculty Constitution, and the transfer of those to the Faculty Senate as
outlined in Section 6(a) of the Faculty Constitution, shall not be abridged.”
Hereinafter, this pilot period is referred to as a 2-year transition period.

Proposal for the Reorganization
of the UNM Faculty Senate
March 2012

Prologue
The University of New Mexico Faculty Senate Operations Committee created a Task Force in 2009 on Senate
Organizational Structure to form a proposal for restructuring the Faculty Senate to be more responsive and
flexible to the needs of the faculty, administration, and the University as a whole. The 2009 Task Force was led
by Prof. Douglas Fields, then the President of the Faculty Senate. The conclusions of the Task Force resulted
in a presentation that was provided to various faculty groups throughout the academic year 2010-2011. A
special meeting of the Faculty Senate, called on May 9, 2011 by then Senate President Richard Wood, was
held to discuss this sole topic – Senate Reorganization – with the faculty Senators. Several questions, issues,
concerns, and hopes were expressed at that meeting. The hopes were consistent with the notion that since the
University was undergoing a major realignment in shared governance, in response to a critique from the Higher
Learning Commission within the university’s accreditation agency, this would be an ideal time to consider
changes in the structure of the Senate to align itself with proposed changes in the Administration and to affect a
better posture for shared governance in the future. The Senate reorganization proposal provided here takes
into account the comments by Senators at the special meeting, as well as suggestions from other groups since
May, such as the Committee on Governance and the current Operations Committee. In addition, some
materials added from historical archives at UNM and materials collected from other universities on their Faculty
Senate structures have provided additional insight into some of the features of this plan.

A Need for Change
It continues to be increasingly difficult for the Faculty Senate (FS), the FS President, and the Operations
Committee (OPS) to adequately meet all the legitimate needs and time demands of their respective roles. It is
also increasingly difficult for the Faculty Senate to respond to new initiatives and weigh in proactively on
strategic directives coming from the Administration, the Regents, and our wider organizational environment. If
shared governance within the University is to work well, and if it is to lead UNM in the best strategic pursuit of its
academic mission in the future, we believe we simply have to have a structure that both embodies democratic
practice and is capable of responding in an efficient way where the structure is less centralized in the person of
the FS President. The UNM Central Administration has indicated that they are open to suggestions for change
to our shared governance model. This proposal represents an improved structure of the Faculty Senate, which
will be integrated easily into the current model of governance by the administration.
Due to the complexity of our university committee system, it makes sense to compartmentalize committees into
councils of committees that deal with similar issues. This will in no way add to the number of people in the
reporting chain as each council will be made up of the Heads of the Committees that comprise it. Each Council
will decide among its members who will serve as the Council Chair. As you can see by comparing the two
charts (current and proposed, below), it will be much easier for Senate leadership to assist committees in a
timely and thoughtful way if the committees are grouped together and represented by this intermediary council
structure.

Current Faculty Senate Structure
The current structure of the UNM Faculty Senate (FS) is comprised of Senators elected from the entirety of the
UNM campus, including the branch campuses. There are 73 Senators divided among the various academic
units, with 8 at‐large Senators included in this total. There is one executive committee, known as the
Operations Committee (OPS) of the Faculty Senate. It is comprised of the FS President, the President‐elect,
the past‐President and 4 members of the Senate, all elected annually by the Faculty Senate. The charge of this
committee is to oversee the workings of the FS Committees, to set the agendas for the Faculty Senate

Meetings, and to be a conduit between the administration and the FS Committees and Faculty Senate. The
twenty-one (21) standing Committees of the Faculty Senate are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Admissions and Registration
Athletic Council
Budget
Campus Development Advisory
Computer Use
Curricula
Faculty Ethics and Advisory
Faculty and Staff Benefits
Governmental Relations
Graduate and Professional
Health Science Center Council
Honorary Degree
Intellectual Property (duties currently assigned to RPC)
Library
Policy
Research Allocations
Research Policy
Scholarship
Teaching Enhancement
Undergraduate
University Press

Currently, each of these committees has, in its charge, a definition of the voting members and administrative,
staff, and student ex‐officio (non‐voting) members. The faculty membership usually is defined in such a way as
to have representation on the committee by as diverse a group as possible. The schematic shown below gives
the structure of the current Faculty Senate and its committees.

Current UNM Faculty Governance Structure
University
Secretary

Voting Faculty

Academic Freedom and
Tenure Committee

Committee on
Governance
Faculty Senate

President
President-Elect
Past President
4 elected members

Admissions &
Registration

Athletic Council

Graduate &
Professional

Campus
Development
Advisory

Budget

Honorary
Degree

Computer
Use

FS Operations
Committee

HSC Council

Scholarship

Teaching
Enhancement

Curricula

Intellectual
Property

Undergraduate

Faculty & Staff
Benefits

Ethics

Library

Research Policy

Research
Allocations

University Press

Government
Relations

Policy

The number of committees reporting directly to the OPS committee and, hence the Senate President, is
unwieldy. There is simply no current method to organize all the information coming from 21 committees in an
effective and efficient manner. It places too high a burden on the Senate President to be able to deal with all
the outputs from committees and, at the same time, deal with the many ad-hoc, unforeseen, and disparate
duties that befall the Senate President as he/she also represents the overall faculty to the Administration and to
the Regents. The large number of committees makes it difficult to organize the many tasks that are conducted
by the committees. Additionally, the current structure makes it difficult for the general faculty, unit and
department Chairs, academic Deans, and members of the university Administration to decide which Senate
committees to go to with issues and concerns and for faculty to understand the responsibilities of each
committee so they know for which committee to volunteer. The large number of committees serves to dilute the
authority and power of each committee on their overall impact of the Senate and its decisions. The current
large number of committees makes it impractical to offer compensation or release time to the chairs of large

and time-consuming committees (e.g. Curriculum, Graduate, Undergraduate, Policy, Research Allocations,
Teaching Enhancement, etc.). The “rigidity of charges” to the current committees makes it difficult to shift the
charge when the external and internal trends would be a reasonable option, without resorting to the effort of
getting the full Senate to approve such changes. Implementation of the changes to charge, and the associated
approval for such changes can be separated by months, or even a full academic year. Moreover, there is some
rigidity in the membership of committees, where an appropriate distribution of faculty members is required on
the committee. Sometimes vacancies on committees prevent membership to some faculty who would
otherwise be effective and enthusiastic members of the committees except for the distribution requirements on
those committees. Finally, the current structure does contain some inactive committees that should be
reorganized, eliminated, or have charges transferred to other existing committees. Currently, two of our 21
committees rarely meet, one is comatose, and another meets traditionally one time per year. Hence, we could
label our committees as being standing, sitting or sleeping.
Within the current structure of the Faculty Senate there are two existing Councils. One is the Athletic Council,
which is essentially a committee named a “Council.” It operates as a committee in the current structure, but
could be reconstituted into a Council under the proposed plan by adding 3 Faculty Senators and adding some
breadth to the current responsibilities; this could be easily addressed in a change to the charge of this
committee. The second Council, the Health Science Center (HSC) Council, is a bona-fide Council in the
definition of a Council. All of the HSCs 23 Senators are members of this Council. It was in a pilot mode in its
first year of existence, and the organization and operation of this Council was so successful at the conclusion of
the pilot year, that the Faculty Senate approved adding this Council to the committee structure at the April 26,
2011, faculty senate meeting.
The bottom line on the proposed reorganization of the Senate is that the work of the Senate should not rest
upon the shoulders of a few members, that is on the Operations Committee and the Senate President and
President-elect, but should be shared as much as possible by all. In the proposed reorganized structure we
have the makings for a true paradigm of shared governance. On many of the proposed councils there will be
ex-officio participation by members of the Administration, and by some staff members and a few students.

What would NOT Change
This proposal does not recommend changes in any of the following for the first two years of implementation
(see page 12 for details on 2 year transition):
•
The way that faculty committees are constituted
•
The charge of existing Senate committees (except for the Athletic Council)
•
The way that faculty are appointed or elected to the committee membership
•
The election of the President of the Senate
•
Any of the structure of the constitutionally provided committees, i.e., the Committee on Governance
or the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee
•
The way that Faculty are elected as Senators
•
The elections of Senate members to the Senate Operations Committee
•
The charge of the Operations Committee
Proposed Structure of Senate
The basic premises on which rest the proposed new organizational structure are as follows:
First, for purposes of efficiency and coordination of efforts among the various committees and Councils, there
should be a direct and unambiguous relationship between the basic current Senate committee structure and the
structure of the Councils reporting to the Operations Committee.
Second, any Senate structure must provide a seamless way about which we can go about reorganizing the
work now distributed among a disparate, system-less array of standing, sitting, and sleeping committees.
Third, the new council structure will represent a group of bodies to study the current set of committees to see
what committees should be kept, consolidated, restructured, or eliminated and will examine those areas in
general to see what academic needs are NOT being taken care of either through committees or otherwise. A
basic requirement of each council will be to review, on an annual basis, the efficiency of its constituent
committee structure.
Finally, there is no way in which either the Senate as a whole or an Operations Committee can deal with all the
matters over which 21 committees, larger numbers of administrators, and even larger numbers of individual
faculty members are likely to send for Senate consideration. To paraphrase the words of UNM Faculty Senate
President Steven Proust in 1976: We must have a mechanism for an effective system that steers, clears, and
prepares business for full Senate debate and deliberations (see Appendix A on the initial attempt at the UNM
Senate organization in 1976).

Proposed UNM Faculty Governance Structure
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Faculty Senate
The proposed new structure of the Senate is shown above. The current Policy Committee and the group of
Council Chairs will report directly to the Operations (OPS) Committee. The President-elect of the Senate will
preside over the group of Council Chairs when they meet, generally on the order of twice per month for the
purpose of coordination among themselves. The Council Chairs will meet with the Operations Committee once
per month for the purpose of communicating issues of importance to the OPS Committee. Since the Presidentelect will convene meetings of the Council Chairs, he/she will bring useful information to the Operations
Committee on a weekly basis.
The Faculty Senate is the representative body that oversees the work of the Councils and gives final faculty
approval to new policies and resolutions that represent the faculty body. Senators
are elected from the various colleges with numbers of representatives determined by the relative proportion of
faculty in the college. Many senators would be allowed to become members of any one of the proposed 6
Councils depending on their interest; each Council would have a maximum of 3 Senators per Council. These
Senate representatives would be ex-officio on the Councils, but would then bring the knowledge of the Council
that they represent to the Faculty Senate body.

Faculty Senate Councils
The Councils of the Faculty Senate are created paralleling the divisions of university life:
•

Graduate Research & Creative Works Council

•
•
•
•
•

Academic Council
Business Council
Faculty Life and Scholarly Support Council
Health Sciences Center Council
Athletic Council

During the first two years of this reorganization, each Council will be comprised of the existing set of Senate
committees that best fit within that Council (see graphic, page 6). The leadership of the Councils will be
comprised of the Chairs of the current Senate committees and a maximum of 3 faculty Senators. The Senators
who are elected by the Senate for the Council assignments will serve a 2-year term on these Councils,
coincident with their Senate terms. The overall Council Chair will be elected from among the group of Faculty
Senate committee chairs that make up that Council, or from the membership on the committees that make up
that Council. The authority of each Council Chair will be that authority granted to them by the Chairs of the
Council’s committees. Such authority, collectively, will not exceed the authorities granted in the charges of
each committee that constitutes the Council. Generally speaking, it shall be the responsibility of the Council
Chairs to report the results of their work to the Operations Committee on a regular basis.
There shall also be, in non-voting positions on each Council, members of the Administration, Staff, and
Students where appropriate as determined by the current charge of each committee. In this way the Council
structure will facilitate dialog between UNM Central administration and faculty governance structures. Each
Council’s leadership initially (for a period of 2 years; see Transition Philosophy, page 14) will have standing
Faculty Senate Committees assigned to it, but they are charged with the design of each committee’s charge,
membership, and duration of existence after the initial two-year transition period.
The figure shown below reveals how a typical Council is organized. The Chairs of the committees within the
Councils will be responsible for conducting the charges of their committees and in coordinating these activities
among the committees within the Council. The committee chairs will meet before the start of the academic year
to elect a Council Chair. The Council Chair can be any of the committee Chairs or any member of the
committees within the Council. The term of the Council Chair will be for 2 years, with one additional 2-year
appointment possible.

Typical Council

Council Chair

Chair Committee 1

•
•
•
•

Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member

Chair Committee 2

•
•
•
•

Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member

3 Faculty Senators
(ex-officio)

Chair Committee 3

•
•
•
•

Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member

Membership on Faculty Senate Councils
After the first two years of the new organizational structure, during each Council’s first meeting of the academic
year, committees of the council are formed (or continued), and faculty in attendance are placed into these
committees according to their interest and the committees’ needs. The intent is that this self‐organization,
driven by interest (rather than first‐come, first served), will put more dedicated and knowledgeable faculty into
committee service. Committees will then elect their chairs, who would serve on the Council as voting members.
The Councils would generally meet monthly, unless a more aggressive schedule is deemed appropriate by the
members of that Council.

Operations Committee
The Operations Committee of the Faculty Senate will be composed of the President of the Faculty Senate (who
chairs the committee), the past-President, the President-elect, and four members of the Senate, elected
annually by that body; this follows the current bylaws of the Senate. The charge of the Operations Committee is

specified in the Faculty Handbook, policy A60, Section I, paragraph B. (2). These duties will remain in effect
during the transition period of the reorganization.

Research and Creative Works Council
The Research and Creative Works Council is charged with oversight of the research endeavor of the university
including both “big-science” and smaller, unfunded or underfunded creative works. Members of the council are:
the Chair (elected to a two-year term by a vote of the Chairs of the committees in the Council), three members
of the Faculty Senate (elected by that body for 2-year terms), and the chairs of any committees of the Council
(both standing and ad-hoc committees of the Council, appointed by the Council Chair). Non-voting members of
the Council are: the Vice-Provost for Research, the 3 faculty Senators, and the HSC Vice-Provost for
Research. The configuration of the initial Research and Creative Works Council shall consist of the current
Senate committees of: Intellectual Property (which is currently an inactive committee), Research Allocations,
Research Policy and the University Press.

Research & Creative Works
Council (Chair)

Vice-Provost for Research
VP for Research HSC

Chair
Intellectual Property
Committee

Chair
Research Allocations
Committee

3 Senate Members

Chair
Research Policy
Committee

Chair
University Press

Academic Council
The Academic Council is charged with oversight of the teaching and curricula of the university including the
undergraduate, graduate, and professional levels. Members of the council are: the Chair (elected to a two-year
term by a vote of the committee chairs within the Council), three members of the Faculty Senate (elected by
that body for two-year terms), and the chairs of any committees of the Council (both standing and ad-hoc
committees of the Council, appointed by the Council Chair). Non-voting members of the Council are: the ViceProvost for Academic Affairs, the 3 faculty Senators, and the VP for Enrollment Management. The
configuration of the initial Academic Council shall consist of the current Senate committees of: Admissions and
Registration, Curricula, Undergraduate, and Graduate/Professional.

Academic Council

Sr. Vice-Provost for
Academic Affairs
AVP Enrollment Mgmt

Chair
Admissions and
Registration Committee

Chair
Curricula
Committee

3 Senate Members

Chair
Graduate Professional
Committee

Chair
Undergraduate
Committee

The Business Council
The Business Council is charged with oversight of the business aspects of the university including the budget,
government relations, campus planning, capital projects, etc. Members of the council are: the Chair (elected to
a two-year term by a vote of the committee chairs of that Council), three members of the Faculty Senate
(elected by that body for two-year terms), and the chairs of any committees of the Council (both standing and
ad-hoc committees of the Council, appointed by the Council Chair). Non-voting members of the Council are:
the Associate Vice-President for Planning, Budget, and Analysis, the 3 faculty Senators, and the University
Controller. The configuration of the initial Business Council shall consist of the current Senate committees of:
Budget, Campus Development Advisory, and Government Relations.

Business Council

AVP Planning,
Budget, & Analysis,
University Controller
(non-voting)

3 Senate Members

Chair
Campus
Development
Advisory Committee

Chair
Budget
Committee

Chair
Governmental
Relations Committee

Faculty Life & Scholarly Support Council
The Faculty Life Council is charged with oversight of faculty benefits, faculty responsibilities, faculty ethics, as
well as the Faculty/Staff Club. Voting members of the council are: the Chair (elected to a two-year term by a
vote of the committee chairs within that Council), three members of the Faculty Senate (elected by that body for
two-year terms), and the chairs of any committees of the Council (both standing and ad-hoc committees of the
Council, appointed by the Council Chair). Non-voting members of the Council are: the Vice-President for
Human Resources, the 3 faculty Senators, and the Director of Faculty Contracts. The configuration of the
initial Faculty Life Council shall consist of the current Senate committees of: Scholarship, Honorary Degree,
Faculty Ethics and Advisory, Teaching Enhancement, Library, Information Technology Use, and Faculty/Staff
Benefits.
Faculty Life & Scholarly Support
Council

Vice-President for Human
Resources
Director of Faculty Contracts
(non-voting)
Chair
Faculty Ethics &
Advisory
Committee

Co-Chairs
Faculty Staff Benefits
Committee*

3 Senate Members

Chair
Honorary
Degree

Chair Teaching
Enhancement
Committee

Chair
Scholarship

Library

Information
Technology Use

Health Sciences Council
The Health Sciences Council is charged with oversight of faculty issues that are unique to the Health Sciences
Center and the School of Medicine. Voting members of the council are: the Chair (elected to a two-year term
by a vote of the members of the Council), all members of the Faculty Senate from the Health Sciences Center,

and the chairs of any committees of the Council (both standing and ad-hoc committees of the Council,
appointed by the Council Chair). Non-voting members of the Council are: the Health Sciences Center
Executive Vice Dean.
Health Sciences Center
Council

HSC Executive Vice
Dean (non-voting)

Chair
HSC Curricula
Committee

HSC Senate Members

Chair
HSC Ad Hoc
Nomination
Committee

Chair
HSC Policy Committee

Athletic Council
The Athletic Council is charged with oversight of intercollegiate and intramural athletics. It currently has the title
of a Council, but it presently operates as a committee. The proposed makeup of the Council would be as
follows. Voting members of the council are: the Chair (elected to a two-year term by a vote of the members of
the Council twelve faculty members (with a majority having tenure), and the chairs of any committees of the
Council (both standing and ad-hoc committees of the Council, appointed by the Council Chair). The 12 faculty
members shall all come from a minimum of four schools/colleges consistent with the current charge. Nonvoting members of the Council are: the Vice President for Athletics, the Associate Director of Athletics, 3
Faculty Senators (elected by that body for two-year terms), and the faculty representative to the National
Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA).

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Athletic Council
Chair
3 faculty senators (ex-officio)
12 Faculty members (majority tenured)
3 undergraduate students
1 graduate student
1 alumni
Vice President for Athletics (non-voting)
Associate Director of Athletics (non-voting)
Faculty representative to the NCAA (non-voting)

Policy Committee
The Policy Committee will report directly to the Operations Committee. The charge to this committee is
essentially the same as it exists now:
•
•

•
•

Review, as necessary, policies of the Regents’ Handbook, Faculty Handbook, Constitution, University
Business Policies and Procedures, and the Pathfinder;
Consult and collaborate with administrators with respect to policies in documents other than in the
Faculty Handbook;
Communication of policies across the campuses after Faculty Senate approval, full faculty approval,
or as per policy history; and
Review policies developed by other standing committees.

The Policy Committee membership will be comprised of seven voting faculty (from at least three schools and
colleges including the Health Sciences Center and none of whom are from the same department) and one nonvoting member of the Faculty Senate. At the committee’s request, an attorney from the University Counsel’s

office with primary responsibilities for policy issues shall attend committee meetings and provide legal advice to
the Policy Committee; this member will be in an ex-officio status. The terms of office for the non-Senate
members shall be for three years, set up on a staggered basis so that the terms of at least three members will
expire each year. The non-Senate members can be appointed for a second three-year term. The term of office
for the Senate member will be two-years, who will also be ex-officio. The chair is elected by the Committee and
normally will serve a renewable two-year term. The Committee annually selects a Vice-Chair to serve in place
of the chair in his/her absence. In addition to the Committee members, subcommittee membership will be
augmented with other faculty, administrators, staff, and students as required for specific subcommittee tasks.

Faculty Senate Council Budgets
The Budgets of the Councils should reflect the importance of the mission to which they are associated, the
number of committees which comprise the Council, and the scope of activities and responsibilities taken up by
the committees within the Council. Each year the FS President-elect will negotiate with the University Provost
for the Budget of the entire Senate and then, in turn, negotiate with each Council Chair the operating budget for
each Council. The Budgets will take into account the size of the Council in terms of faculty participation, the
amount of work assigned to the Council by the Executive Committee, and any special financial circumstances of
a particular council. In general SACs or release time will be provided to each Council Chair, to the President,
and to the President-elect. For the first year of this proposal the Senate President will request from the Provost
the following amounts and support for the Council structure. Each Council Chair may elect to take a SAC
(supplementary administrative compensation) or be released from one course. These monies would be added
to the current Faculty Senate budget. Each year, the Senate President will negotiate with the Provost the
budget for the following year based on experience gained in the previous year.
Council Chairs: $30,000 for six chairs (to be distributed based on size of each Council)
Council Administrative Support: 2.0FTE (about 0.3FTE per Council)
President-elect: $5,000 SAC or one-course release
President: $10,000 SAC and two-course release (the current model)

Transition Philosophy – Going from Now to the Future
In order to provide for a smooth transition between our current Senate structure and the proposed Council
structure, it is suggested that the Councils keep the current Senate committees that comprise their initial charge
for a period of 2 academic years without changes. After one year, the Senate President shall conduct a review
of the workings of the Council Structure and report to the Senate on any suggested corrections for the operation
of the second year of this transition period. After the 2-year transition period, if the Councils are working
effectively, then the changes proposed in the previous section, dealing with Council self-organization, could be
implemented. For example, in the beginning the Council leadership will be comprised of the 3 elected Senate
members and the Chairs of the current Senate committees. After working in the new structure for a period of 2
years, the make-up of the Council Leadership, the number and kind of existing committees, committee
membership, and other details would become a matter to be dealt with by the Council itself. The President of
the Faculty Senate shall commission a group of Senators, Council Chairs, members of various Council
committees, and selected members of the Administration to write a report in the Spring 2014 to document the
value of the Senate under the Council structure. Based on the findings of the report, the Senate shall vote in
the spring of 2014 on whether to make the Senate Council structure permanent, or to revert back to the current
committee structure.
There is one issue that remains as a matter of determination during the 2-year transition phase. It has been
suggested that the six Council chairs become voting members of the Operations Committee instead of being
advisory to that committee. While this seems to be a useful change to the proposed scenario since it would
give the Council Chairs more voice in the operation of the Senate, the current Senate bylaws require that all
members of OPS are elected by that body and shall also be Senators at the time of their election. Since many
of the members and chairs of the Senate committees are not senators, it is likely that Council Chairs will not be
Senators. The bylaws may need to be changed to allow for the Senate to “appoint” the Council Chairs as voting
members of the Operations Committee, or to allow for a directly election of the Council Chairs by campus voting
faculty. It is suggested that this model be studied during the 2-year transition period, and if the Senate feels
that this new structure will be more effective, then the Operations Committee should engage the Committee on
Governance to ask for faculty permission to alter the bylaws in determining how to elect the Council Chairs to
become voting members of the Operations Committee.
Following approval of this draft proposal by the Faculty Senate, Special Rules of Order, as provided in Roberts
Rules of Order, Section 2, paragraphs 1 through 9, shall be developed to guide the actual implementation of
this reorganization. These Rules shall be reviewed by the representative of the Committee on Governance, a
member of the Senate Policy Committee, and the Senate Parliamentarian to determine whether there are
issues that require a vote of the full faculty. These rules shall then be reviewed by the Senate Operations
Committee and by the Senate as per Roberts Rules.

Executive Summary
The current structure of the UNM Faculty Senate is not optimized for flexibility and responsiveness. It is
proposed to create integration structures (Councils), led by the Chairs of the existing Senate committees.
These Councils would have broad authority and budgets within their domains to create and define committee
structures and to make operational decisions in collaboration with the Faculty Senate and central Administration
representatives. Policies formed by Councils (or committees of the Councils) would be taken to the Faculty
Senate for adoption or rejection. The charge of each Council for the first two years will be the charge of the
committees that comprise it. After that point, the councils can choose to self-organize subject to the approval of
the full Senate. Although improved responsiveness and increased flexibility are important goals of this
proposal, the overarching goal is to get Senators directly involved in the work of Faculty Senate and to become
active participants in shared governance. In addition, this proposed Council structure will provide training to
Council chairs in the area of academic administration and enable these individuals the ability to move into more
permanent positions within academic administration should they choose to do so later in their careers.

Appendix A: Historical Precedent at UNM for Senate Restructuring

Prior to 1976, instead of a representative body, all Voting Faculty comprised the governing body with the
Faculty Policy Committee and about 30 other committees performing the work of the body. The Faculty Policy
Committee had been in place for over 20 years when it was abolished on July 1, 1976 and the operational
functions it performed were delegated to the Faculty Senate as we know it today. At that time an ad-hoc
Executive Committee on the Structure of the new Senate was formed “with the idea that it make
recommendations within four weeks as to a permanent structure for the Committee.” (Oct 6 memo from the first
Faculty President Prouse to the Senate).
Faculty President Prouse came up with a preliminary organizational chart that looks surprisingly similar to what
we are proposing now. The chart follows on page 17. He wrote in a memo in 1976 to the members of the
faculty senate:
As you will see by examining the revised organizational chart that is now submitted to you as a
representation of the committee’s basic proposal, the most central element in the structure of the proposed
permanent Executive Committee is that the elected chairpersons of seven basic Senate Committees organized
to deal with broad and fundamental areas of faculty responsibility and concern shall become members of the
Executive committee.
Further, he wrote:
There is no way in which either the Senate as a whole or an Executive committee can deal directly
and de novo with all of the matters which some three dozen committees or committee-like bodies, larger
numbers of administrators, and even larger numbers of individual faculty members are likely to send for Senate
consideration; there must be some effective system for steering, clearing, and preparing business for full
Senate debate and determination.
As can be seen in the proposed structure of 1976 the Committee of Five is our Committee on Governance, the
AF&T committee is the same as we have now, and the University Secretary is still a major feature in the Faculty
Governance structure. In addition, many of our existing committees were in place in 1976. It appears, in
reviewing the minutes of 1976 and 1977 that the Senate did not approve the structure shown in the chart below,
but simply provided for an Executive Operations committee to deal with all of the standing committees of the
new Senate.

Appendix B: Summary of other University Senate Structures
A survey of the structures of faculty senates of twenty universities showed a vast array of organizational
outlines. The schools reviewed were those with student body populations ranging from 13,000 at the University
of Northern Colorado to the State University of New York, which serves 465,000 students over a combined total
of 64 campuses. The majority of schools contain roughly the same number of students as UNM, though only a
few have a Senate structure like we are proposing here. The table, below, shows the statistics on the twenty
(20) schools studied.

Faculty Senate Committees and campus population (2011)
UNIVERSITY

COMMITTEES

STUDENTS

Iowa State University*

17

26,000

Ohio State University
State University of New
York

20

55,000

11

465,000

University of AZ

14

40,000

University of CA Berkeley

31

25,000

University of CO Boulder*

14

29,000

University of Illinois-Urbana

19

80,000

University of Kansas

6

29,000

University of Michigan

19

60,000

University of Minnesota*

11

52,000

University of Nebraska

14

22,000

University of Northern CO

6

13,000

University of Oklahoma

6

31,000

University of Oregon

5

22,000

University of Tennessee

13

31,000

University of TX El Paso*

18

20,000

University of Toledo

9

23,000

University of Utah

10

28,000

University of Virginia

11

60,000

University of Washington

5

45,000

*Faculty Senates with Council-like organizational structures
At one institution, the University of Colorado, the President of the Faculty Senate is also the President of the
University; the Chair of the Faculty Council, the intermediary layer of responsibility between the faculty
committees and the Faculty President, is the Vice President of the Senate. Of the twenty (20) schools
surveyed, only the University of California at Berkeley has more committees than UNM, at 31.

The University of New Mexico serves far fewer students than universities with the same number of committees
and presumably number of faculty. Universities that have a roughly equal number of committees to UNM serve
many more students than does UNM. The UNM faculty senate is the same as the University Senate at The
Ohio State University which has 20 committees while OSU has 55,000 students. The University of Michigan
has 19 committees on its faculty senate, but they serve 60,000 students. The faculty senate at the University of
Illinois consists of 19 committees as well, but Illinois serves 80,000 students.
Two schools whose faculty senates contain 18 committees each follow the kind of structure we propose at
UNM, i.e., a Council-like structure. The faculty senate at the University of Texas at El Paso has an Executive
Council composed of 8 people who meet with Senate President John Wiebe and update him on the activities of
the committees. At Iowa State University, the 17 faculty senate committees report to Faculty President Steve
Freeman through 7 councils. The council chairs meet with the faculty senate executive board (the Iowa State
structure is included here for comparison to the one proposed at UNM).
Some schools that have a smaller number of committees within their senate structure don’t particularly need an
intermediate layer of committee management. These include The University of Utah, which has 28,000
students and 10 senate committees, the University of Toledo, which serves 23,000 students and has 9 senate
committees, the University of Northern Colorado, which serves 13,000 and has 6 senate committees, the
University of Washington, which has 45,000 students and only 5 senate committees, the University of
Oklahoma, which has 31,000 students and only 6 senate committees, and the University of Oregon which has
22,000 students and 5 senate committees.
The University of Minnesota has 52,000 students. Its Faculty Senate is one of 5 Senates on campus and even
it has a Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) which oversees its 11 committees. These committees report to
the Faculty Senate through the FCC. Interestingly, the president of the University serves as the chair of the
Faculty Senate and presides over its meetings, much like the process at the University of Colorado.
In looking at the size of the committees on the faculty senates studied, we see that all of the eleven committees
at SUNY contain around 12 members. This is much smaller than a typical committee at UNM. Most of the
eighteen committees at UTEP have around 11 members. In most cases there is a wide range of committee
membership. The smallest committee at the University of TN, for instance, the Committee on Benefits and
Professional Development, has 10 members and the largest committee, the Undergraduate Council, contains
49 members! UNM averages about 12-13 faculty per Senate committee.

Iowa State University Faculty Senate

CONSENT AGENDA TOPICS
7. FORMS C FROM THE CURRICULA COMMITTEE
The following Forms C were approved by voice vote of the Faculty Senate:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

New Clinical Chemistry Certificate in Medical Laboratory Sciences, School of Medicine
New Health Systems, Services, and Policy Concentration in Master of Public Health, School of
Medicine
Revision of College of Arts and Sciences Admission Requirements, College of Arts and Sciences
Revision of BS in Athletic Training, College of Education
Revision of BS in Construction Engineering, School of Engineering
Revision of BS in Civil Engineering, School of Engineering
Revision of BS in Mechanical Engineering, School of Engineering
Revision of Degree in Doctor of Pharmacy, College of Pharmacy
Revision of Degree in PhD of Nanoscience and Microsystems, School of Engineering
Revision of Dual JD and MBA Degree, School of Law
Revision of Major in AA of Studio Arts, UNM Los Alamos
Revision of Majors in All Degrees of Organization Learning and Instructional Technology, College
of Education
Revision of Concentrations in PhD of Economics, College of Arts and Sciences
Revision of Sports Medicine Concentration in MS of Physical Education, College of Education
Revision of Undergraduate CFA Degree Program, College of Fine Arts
Revision of Undergraduate CFA Degree Program, College of Fine Arts

8. 2011-2012 FACULTY SENATE COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS
Additions to the 2011-2012 Faculty Senate Committees were approved by unanimous voice vote of the
Faculty Senate.

AGENDA TOPICS
10. FORM D – NEW MASTER OF HEALTH ADMINISTRATION
Director Udai Desai (School of Public Administration) presented the request for approval of the Form D to
create a new Master of Health Administration.
The purpose of this program is to establish a professional graduate program of study leading to a Master
of Health Administration (MHA) degree in the School of Public Administration (SPA).
There is no professional graduate degree program in New Mexico to provide graduate level professional
education and training in healthcare administration.
The students in this program will be drawn largely from New Mexico. It will provide a 'homegrown', group
of highly educated healthcare administrators. The State as a whole will benefit by having its own
residents trained for administrative and executive level positions.
The proposed program will meet the overall need for agencies that provide healthcare to Latino and
Native American communities. These communities have specific needs for health administrators who are
trained in the cultural competencies necessary to work in and with medically underserved communities.
Healthcare organizations across the state have articulated a compelling need for the professional
education and training of senior healthcare administrators and executives.
Senior leadership in healthcare systems in northern and central NM, including hospitals, healthcare
networks, state government health and healthcare agencies have strongly supported the MHA degree
program proposal.
The New Mexico Department of Workforce Solutions reported the educational & health services industry
was the only industry to continue expanding employment. This is also a national trend. The US
Department of Labor predicts that the health administration and management will experience an
employment growth of 16% by 2018.
The MHA program will complement the existing Master of Public Health (MPH) program in the UNM
School of Medicine. The MHA program draws upon and includes quite a few health-related course
offerings from different academic units, including MPH program, College of Nursing, School of Law,
Departments of Economics, Political Science, Sociology and Women Studies program in the College of
Arts and Sciences. The Dean of the School of Nursing and the Director of the MPH program have helped
develop and support the MHA program.
The nearest regional programs offering professional master's program in health administration are:
University of Oklahoma, Arizona State University, University of Colorado-Denver, and Trinity University in
San Antonio, Texas. However, all of these programs focus on private sector and business management
perspectives in healthcare systems.
Senator Sever Bordeianu (At-Large) moved that the Form D be approved. Senator Paul McGuire
(Surgery) seconded. The Form D for a new Master of Health Administration was unanimously approved.

11. HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER COUNCIL CHARGE
President Tim Ross presented the revised Health Sciences Center (HSC) Council charge. It has been
reviewed by the Operations Committee, the HSC Council, the Committee on Governance, and the
Faculty Senate Policy Committee.
Charge of the Health Science Center Council
The purpose of the HSC Council is to serve as an advisory board to the Faculty Senate, to
enhance the role and visibility of the Health Sciences Center faculty in shared governance, and to
represent the UNM Faculty Senate in all matters relating to faculty governance and shared
governance of the HSC, consistent with the UNM Faculty Constitution, Faculty Handbook, Faculty
Senate Bylaws, and with the policies of the Board of Regents and the University. In matters
pertaining to faculty governance and shared governance of the university as a whole, the HSC
Council shall represent the faculty of the UNM HSC to the Faculty Senate.
The HSC Council shall have the right or duty to consider and advise the Faculty Senate on behalf
of HSC faculty on:
a) Institutional aims and strategic plans of the HSC;
b) Organizational structure and creation of new departments and divisions;
c) Major curricular changes and other matters that, in the opinion of the Chancellor for Health
Sciences or of the Faculty, affect the HSC as a whole;
d) Matters of general concern or welfare for HSC faculty.
The foregoing purposes do not supplant the rights and responsibilities of faculty within their
respective academic units, nor replace the authority of the Faculty Senate. Rather, the HSC
Council shall serve as a forum and voice for the HSC faculty as a whole in representing the
interests of HSC Faculty to the Board of Directors and Office of the Chancellor for Health
Sciences as well as to the UNM Faculty Senate.
Membership shall consist of all duly elected senators of the Faculty Senate representing the HSC
campus. Membership may be increased by a quorum vote of the Council to include non-senators.
A chair shall be elected every two years. Midway through the term of the chair, a chair-elect shall
be elected to serve for one year as chair-elect, prior to taking office as chair. The retiring chair
shall serve as past chair for at least the first year of the term of newly elected chair.
Senator Howard Snell (Biology) moved that the HSC Council charge be approved. Senator Robert
McDaniels seconded. The HSC Council charge was unanimously approved

12. WITHDRAW PASS/WITHDRAW FAIL/WITHDRAW POLICY REVISION
Admissions and Registration Committee Chair Charlie Steen (History) presented the following motion to
revise the University Withdrawal Policy. President Tim Ross explained that the revision has been vetted
by all the Arts and Sciences (A&S) chairs. It has also been reviewed by the Faculty Senate Graduate and
Undergraduate Committees. All the A&S chairs thought it was a good idea, ad hoc faculty think it is a
good idea; there are however members of the Graduate and Undergraduate Committees that do not want
a change to policy. Many want to maintain the Withdrawal Fail (WF) option as a punitive measure.
Notwithstanding those objections, the proposal comes from the Admissions and Registration Committee
as a motion for approval.
Chair Charlie Steen explained that the proposal is a simplification of the grading process. It was initiated
by the Registrar based on conversations with other registrars and other people in admissions. It is

another tool to address retention and the overall flow of students. The change will have an influence on
how the students use their financing. The change would be implemented in the 2013-2014 academic
year.

"We move to abolish the WP/WF/WNC grades and replace them all with a grade of W (withdraw).
Such a grade will be student-initiated without prejudice, and will be the same grade as now exists
for an instructor-initiated withdrawal."
INFORMATION
The following data on the current grades is given below for information purposes:
- WP and WNC do not impact GPA but can impact completion rates for financial aid.
- WF impacts GPA just as an F and can also impact completion rates for financial aid.
- The W grade will not impact GPA but can impact completion rates for financial aid (just as a WP
or WNC does now).
President Elect Amy Neel spoke in favor of the proposal. Many universities do not share the same
‘Byzantine’ grading system; it needs simplification. Her main concern is that there needs to be a
mechanism for students to get advising on any scholarship or financial aid implications that may arise
from dropping a class. The punitive process does not work.
The motion comes from a Faculty Senate committee and does not need a second. President Ross called
the question and the revision was approved with five dissention and none abstaining.

13. BUDGET ISSUES AND COMPENSATION FOR FACULTY, FISCAL YEAR 2013
President Ross stated that he covered this agenda item in his prior President’s Report.

14. NEW BUSINESS AND OPEN DISCUSSION
Faculty Senator Howard Snell (Biology) requested that the senate consider a possible motion shown
below. Senator Snell expressed concern of a conflict of interest in the way the University solicits
proposals for healthcare coverage its employees.
Resolution on negotiations for the cost of employee healthcare provided by UNM Health Sciences (Hospitals?)
Whereas the costs of health insurance as a benefit for the UNM community continues to rise, and
Whereas UNM’s notable achievements in containing prior potential increases in the costs of health insurance through selfinsurance appear stagnated in the face of future increases, and
Whereas negotiations for the costs of actual employee-healthcare (not insurance) provided by UNM Health Sciences
(Hospitals?) are carried out by third party insurance administrative organizations, and
Whereas those third parties also have their own providers of healthcare that actually compete with UNM Health Sciences
(Hospitals), and
Whereas that situation appears to cause UNM Health Services to be the most expensive provider of employee-healthcare
for UNM employees,
Be it resolved that the Faculty Senate of the University of New Mexico requests that UNM’s Human Resources
Department negotiate the cost of employee healthcare provided to UNM by UNM Health Sciences (Hospitals?) directly,
and that UNM envisions the provision of employee healthcare by UNM Health Sciences (Hospitals?) similarly to the
provision of educational opportunities to employees by the main campus community.

Senator Snell moved that the senate pass the resolution. Pamela Pyle seconded the motion. Howard
Snell added that there is no rush on the resolution. President Tim Ross will ask the HSC Council and the
Faculty Staff benefits Committee for investigation.

15. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 5:03 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Rick Holmes
Office of the Secretary

